DR. LATTIMER HAS APPARENTLY DECIDED THAT MY CRITICISM OF HIS FINDINGS 
CONCERNING THE ALLEGED “THORBURN POSITION* 1 IS AN EXAMPLE OF WHAT HE 
CALLS “NIT-PICKING." LATTIMER HAS APPARENTLY ALSO DECIDED THAT SINCE 
I HAVE DONE NO BALLISTIC EXPERIMENTATION OF MY OWN, I AM NOT 
QUALIFIED TO JUDGE HIS FINDINGS. 

* Instead of refuting my claims about the deficiencies in his 
Thorburn findings, he has attempted to evade the central issues and 
to argue irrelevancies . 

* Whether his articles were read and critiqued by a ballerina, a 
blacksmith or a ballistician, certain issues and questions are 
raised, issues which Lattimer apparently refuses to address: 

a. Did Lattimer add the names of neurologists Schlesinger 
and Merritt to the 1977 BULLETIN OF THE NEW YORK ACADEMY OF MEDICINE 
article in which he first introduced "Thorburn" without the two 
neurologists having had any actual input into the writing of the 
article? (We have a taped conversation in which Schlesinger states 
that he never read the finished product and that Merritt had "nothing 
at all" to do with the article.) 

b. Did Schlesinger and Merritt file signed statements with 
the publication, saying that they had read the contents of the 
article and concurred in its conclusions? (Such a step is required 
of scientific publications, and irregularities in this regard are 
considered violations of scientific canons of ethics.) 

c. Did Lattimer ever actually read the 1889 Thorburn article 
before he misrepresented its content both in periodicals and in his 
book, KENNEDY AND LINCOLN? If he cited Thorburn without having read 
the article, this action surely represents scientific irrespon- 
sibility. If, however, Lattimer read the article, then his MISREP- 
RESENTATION of the content of the Thorburn' s article can be nothing 
less than deliberate misrepresentation. 

d. If Lattimer did read the article, why did he ignore 
glaring differences between Thorburn' s victim and President Kennedy, 
differences which rule his conclusions invaiid? 

e. Are the captions used by Lattimer for Thorburn illus- 
trations in his writing the same as those in the original Thorburn 
article? Did he change those captions? If so, why did Lattimer 
alter Thorburn 's original captions when he falsely presented 
Thorburn' s findings? 

f. Why did Lattimer assert that certain damage to Thorburn 's 
victim (damage he claimed paralleled damage done to Kennedy) was 
reaffirmed at autopsy the following day, when (i) Thorburn 's victim 
did not die for 26 days after the accident (ii) the actual autopsy 
described damage in an area and of a nature significantly different 
from the damage done to Kennedy's spinal cord? 

g. If Lattimer actually read the Thorburn article, how did 
he confuse ABDUCTION of the arms of Thorburn 's victim with ADDUCTION 
of Kennedy's arms? 

* Is it "nitpicking" to point out that, in his writing, Lattimer has 
moved the alleged site of damage to Kennedy's spinal cord about to 
suit his current interpretations? Is it "nitpicking" to point out 
that two neurologists had their names added to an article in which 
they apparently had no input? Is it "nitpicking" to show that 
Lattimer ignored (either deliberately or through ignorance) the 
content of the original Thorburn article? Is it "nitpicking" to 
point out that Lattimer changed the captions which accompanied the 
original Thorburn article — and that these changes did not accurately 



page 2 



reflect what Thorburn had written? Is it "nitpicking" to point out 
that in his writings about how Kennedy's wounding was an "almost 
classic example" of a Thorburn reaction , Lattimer NEVER ONCE quoted 
directly from Thorburn? 



Dr . John Lattimer may well have had a distinguished career 
within his medical field. At the same time, he has been accepted as 
a source of definitive (and oft-quoted) information by the defenders 
of the Warren Commission. In article after article and in his book, 
KENNEDY AND LINCOLN. Lattimer has committed error after error . One 
can turn to any given page of his work and find errors and flawed 
claims . His writing has been characterized by carelessness and 
disregard for the factual record . Yet this has been condoned- -and, 
in many cases — praised by those who need his shrill voice. It is 
time to sav "Enough " to John Lattimer ' s "scientific" charades . 
Lattimer ' s recent performances , especially his Thorburn mis- 
representations , must be exposed . It is time to sav, finally: This 
emperor has no clothes . 



